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Abstract
Alongside teaching and learning, educational assessment and self-assessment make up the basic components of the educational 
process. The congruence between a teacher's assessment and the student's self-assessment is an important motivational factor for 
the continuation of the educational process while the incongruity between the two processes can determine a reduction in the 
student's implication towards obtaining academic performance. Thus, our study aims to capture the degree to which the 
assessment – self-assessment relationship is a congruent one, the factors that influence the self-assessment process, the frequency 
of the students' attempts at estimating their grades and the type of discrepancies between them.
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1. Theoretical considerations
The designing of a better educational reality in the absence of a suitable theoretical approach, centered on 
the issue of studying the integrative manner of self-assessment and educational assessment is unlikely. Research in 
the field made so far exclusively made the mistake of either treating only the educational assessment either 
addressing educational self-assessment as a simple effect, a secondary moment of the evaluative approach taken by 
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the teacher (Frey, A., Bernhardt, R., 2012). The effective modernization of the evaluation of the process of 
educational assessment involves, first, taking into account that this is not a mono-block structure and does not occur 
suddenly but involves successive stages. Thus, compared to the traditional way of designing the process of 
educational assessment, the sequential model proposed comprises four interrelated levels: verification, 
measurement, quantification and reasoning (Stan, C., 2005). The moment of verification refers to all effective ways 
of "collecting" information on the performance of the academic results of the students. Thus, at this level, we can 
distinguish the existence of two sub-components: verification methods and verification tools. Verification methods 
are structured either by concrete ways of objectification of the students' achievements (oral, written, analysis of the 
products of their activity) or by the degree of specificity of the task (indiscriminate verification, individualized 
verification). In turn, the tools of verification refer to all techniques and concrete procedures of collecting 
information on the students' achievements and is presented as current tests, essays, docimologic tests, exams etc.. 
The concrete choice and combination of methods and tools for the evaluation leads to building the teacher's personal 
evaluative strategy.
The second sequence of the process of educational assessment is the measurement, defined as the mapping 
process, based on certain rules, on abstract concepts with some empirical indicators. In other words, measurement, 
as part of the evaluative approach involves contrasting the students' achievements to certain docimologic standards. 
In general, school performance is defined as the effectiveness of school behavior in a given educational situation, 
efficiency resulting from the mobilization of cognitive and affective-motivational resources of the student when 
faced with a particular type of school tasks. School performance depends on the student's skills as well as on his 
ability to mobilize them (Durand, M. 1991). We emphasize in this context the fact that school performance includes 
in its composition three subdomains: the amount of information, the understanding of that information and its 
practical application capacity. In turn, docimologic standards refer to the reference system that sets the criteria taken 
into account in the measurement operation. Docimologic standards present, according to most specialists, three main 
forms of objectification and many particular ways of combining them. These main forms are: the requirements of 
the syllabus and textbook, the educational group which includes the student and the student's past performance.
The third main component of the assessment is the quantification. We define the quantification as a 
complex process of mapping or associating meanings with certain phenomena, events or results. In the particular 
case of educational evaluation, quantification refers to attributing connotations to the level of congruence between 
the students' achievement and related docimological standards, with the level of congruence previously established 
by the measurement operation. Quantification, as part of the evaluative approach, takes in turn two main forms: 
school grade and rating. The school grade is a way of encoding the form of the annual school performance level in 
accordance with rules previously specified and constant over time. Grading therefore requires looking at school 
performance for certain features corresponding to the ideal reference model of that performance, using a rigorously 
constructed scale. Specific to the interval scale is the fact that the origin of the scale is a conventional one, with no 
point 0 required by the nature of the measured phenomenon so that the maximum level of the scale is also a 
conventional one. This means that, for example, we can not say that a student with a grade of 5 is two times less 
potent than a student with a grade of 10. The rating, just like the grade , expresses the level of congruence between 
school performance and docimological standards as a conventional form , except that in this case the method of 
coding is not numbers, but one based on linguistic formulations such as "very good" "satisfactory" etc.. We want to 
mention the fact that in the case of granting marks, the evaluator also uses a measurement scale, which in this case is 
not represented by intervals, but by ordinals. Noteworthy in this context are three aspects: the real grade, just like the 
real rating, that would objectively reflect the value of school performance, is a hypothetical entity that the grade or 
rating awarded is contrasted to with a margin of error of variable magnitude; the extension of the number of scale 
categories does not necessarily bring any increase in the precision of the grade nor the rating; in terms of frequency, 
the higher importance is given to grades, which are distributed on a scale of intervals forming ordered liniar spaces, 
from one extreme of XQIDYRUDELOLW\LQWRRQHRIIDYRUDELOLW\=DPILU&9OăVFHDQX/Wessiak, G., Guthel, 
C., 2013).
Argumentation is the fourth component of the evaluative approach. In this context we define the argument 
as an approach of an explanatory nature with the purpose of facilitating understanding, at the level of the subject 
assessed, the reasons which led to the granting of certain grades or rating. Noteworthy in this regard is that the 
argument is different both from conditioning (in that it requires the active participation of students) as well as 
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probation, which through its design has a character of necessity, which makes the argument in this case redundant 
(Grize, J.B., 1999). Although the argumentation is the sequence that should make the assessment more accessible to 
students, it is often missing or too little present in the repertoire of actions of a docimological nature, which 
negatively affects the educational process as a whole. The argumentation made by the teacher can manifest in two 
forms: normative argumentation and formative argumentation. Normative argumentation focuses almost exclusively 
on the evidence, being in this respect closer to probation. The teacher's effort is thus focused mainly on the 
enunciation with maximum clarity of the rules and criteria that led to the granting of a grade or rating, 
argumentation taking the form of a statement more or less detailed by reasons/justifications. Normative reasoning 
also serves to facilitate the development of the capacity of operationalization of certain sequences of the evaluational 
approach. Formative argumentation aims not just to simply obtain the student's agreement regarding the accuracy of 
the rating or grade assigned to his school performance, but it aims to provide the student with mobilization towards 
permanently overcoming the level of performance achieved by him at a given time. This is achieved through 
exposing arguments, with the concern of helping the student in realizing the progress made and presenting the real 
grade or rating given as a prerequisite for obtaining subsequent higher level performances.
Another important component is didactic self-assessment. Contrary to appearances, educational self-
assessment can not be realized if it does not gradually receive its final form. Self-assessment achieved by the student 
has a gradual character, developing sequence by sequence and including many restructuring moments, induced 
distinctively by factors with which it interferes. The educational self-assessment's isolated approach or reducing it to 
a simple internal self deliberative step and also an autonomous step, leads to major distortions in the understanding 
and explanation of this process. Launching, developing and including educational self-assessment effects leads to an 
inherent conceptualization such as the student’s engagement in solving a school task, which is considered, at its 
basics, a contextual one. Thus, we consider it necessary for the students' self-assessment stage to be approached not 
only from an internal process perspective but also from an external dynamics perspective. (Joseph, P., 2013). The 
self evaluation and evaluation relationship is an insuperable element of pedagogic interaction between student and 
teacher and reflects, more or less, their subjectivity. For this reason, absolute objectivity of this relation is not 
possible and as such, a completely objective student-teacher relation, without any trace of subjectivity, is not a 
GHVLUDEOHUHODWLRQ&KL܈9
2. Research methodology
Starting from these considerations, our research aimed to analyze the assessment – self-assessment 
relationship in higher education. The batch of investigated subjects was formed of 121 students of the “Pedagogy of 
Primary and Preschool Teaching” specialization at the Babe܈-Bolyai University of Cluj-Napoca and the primary 
research method was the questionnaire-based survey, administered to the subjects before an exam. The items of the 
questionnaire were multiple choice, based on the interview method applied to 41 students.
3. Presentation of the results
The first item of the questionnaire aimed to highlight the students' expectancy regarding the grade they 
desired and the subsequent comparison to the final grade obtained. The results are synthesized below, in Table 1.
Grade Desired Obtained
4 0 (0%) 1 (0.8%)
5 0 (0%) 10 (8.3%)
6 4 (3.3%) 23 (19%)
7 18 (14.9%) 23 (19%)
8 41 (33.9%) 27 (22.3%)
9 32 (26.4%) 16 (13.2%)
10 26 (21.5%) 21 (17.4%)
Total 121 (100%) 121 (100%)
Table 1. The comparative situation regarding the relationship between desired and obtained grades
As you can see in the table above, all students expect to pass the exam, even though one failed to do so. 
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The relatively high expectations of the subjects are also demonstrated by the fact that none of them expect to barely 
pass the exam, with a “5”, but 8.3% of them received this mark. The grade “6” is desired by 3.3% of the students but 
their number in reality is 19%. That's the same percentage of students who received a “7”, even though only 14.9% 
expected that grade. “8” was desired by 33.9% of the students but only 22.3% managed to obtain an “8”. Over a 
quarter of the subjects, 26.4%, expressed their desire to obtain a “9” but only 13.2% achieved their goal. The 
maximum mark, “10”, was desired by 21.5% of the students but only 17.4% actually got this mark.
The second item of the questionnaire targeted the frequency of the students' self-assessment. The results are 
displayed in Table 2. 
The frequency of self-
assessment
N %
Always 11 9.09%
Sometimes 66 54.55%
Rarely 43 35.54%
Never 1 0.83%
Total 121 100%
Table 2. The frequency of educational self-assessment
The data in the table above indicate a bipolar divide regarding the frequency of educational self-
assessment. As such, 63.64% of the subjects confirm that they always or sometimes assess themselves while more 
than a third, 35.54%, state that they rarely assess themselves and one subjects claims that he never does.
Another item of the questionnaire aimed at identifying the elements that form the students' self-assessment 
process. The results are displayed via Table 3.
Substantiating self-assessment N %
The effort put into studying 54 44.6%
The degree to which the course was 
understood
59 48.8%
Previous grades 7 5.8%
Others 1 0.8%
Total 121 100%
Table 3. Substantiating educational self-assessment
We can thus notice the fact that most of the subjects, 93.4%, state that the main reason for educational self-
assessment is either the degree to which the course was understood, 48.8%, or the effort put into studying, 44.6%. 
Only 5.8% of the subjects take into consideration previous grades or other elements (0.8%).
The fourth item of the questionnaire aimed to capture the degree to which the investigated subjects manage 
to implement an accurate self-assessment process. The results registered are displayed in Table 4.
Self-assessment accuracy N %
Always 4 3.3%
Most of the time 109 90.1%
Rarely 7 5.8%
Never 1 0.8%
Total 121 100%
Table 4. The accuracy of the self-assessment process
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The data from the table above reveals the fact that 93.4% of the subjects manage to precisely assess 
themselves either always or most of the time, while only 6.6% state that they rarely or never succeed in doing so. 
The following item of the questionnaire focused on the most frequent types of errors that come up during 
self-assessment. The results are displayed in Table 5.
Frequent errors in self-assessment N %
Overestimation 25 20.7%
Precise self-assessment 18 14.9%
Underestimation 78 64.5%
Total 121 100%
Table 5. The types of errors during self-assessment
As you can see in the table above, most of the subjects, 64.5%, manifest the tendency to underestimate 
themselves. 14.9% of the subjects claim that their assessment is always precise while 20.7% of the students state 
that they overestimate themselves.
The sixth item of the questionnaire aimed to capture the most frequent discrepancies between the teacher's 
evaluation and the student's self-assessment. The results are displayed in Table 6.
Number of points Over the 
expectations
Under the 
expectations
1 point 54 (44.6%) 37 (30.6%)
2 points 14 (11.6%) 13 (10.7%)
3 points 3 (2.5%) 0 (0%)
Table 6. The frequency of discrepancies between self-assessment and assessment
The data from the table above show the fact that the most frequent discrepancy in the case of the 
assessment – self-assessment relationship is one point over the students' expectations for 44.6% of the subjects and 
one point under the expectations of 30.6%.  A discrepancy of two points over the expectations was reported by 
11.6% of the students while one of two points under the expectations was reported by 10.7%. Only 2.5% of the 
students reported discrepancies of over 3 points over their expectations and no discrepancies of under 3 points were 
reported. 
4. Conclusions
The research carried out has lead to the observation that the level of the students' desires for grades is an 
elevated one, with 47.9% aiming for “9” or “10” and 30.6% of them actually achieving their goals. Another positive 
result is the fact that 63.64% of the subjects claim to use the self-assessment method every time or most of the time, 
which demonstrates a high level of attention regarding their own level of preparation. As to the main reasons for 
self-assessment, they are the degree to which the course was understood (48.8%) and the effort towards studying 
(44.6%). We can also notice the fact that 90.1% of the subjects  claim that most of the time their self-assessment is 
precise and when it is not, according to 64.5% of the students, the tendency is towards underestimation. This fact is 
further reinforced by the fact that, according to 44.6% of the subjects, they often received one extra point compared 
to their own self-assessment expectations.
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